INTRODUCTION {#sec1-1}
============

With a prevalence rate in the general population of approximately 2%--3%, obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD) is considered one of the most disabling medical conditions with considerable direct and indirect economical costs on society.\[[@ref1][@ref2]\] Even with the currently available pharmacological and psychotherapeutic options, there are still about 40%--60% of individuals with OCD that do not experience satisfactory outcomes.\[[@ref3][@ref4]\] Thus, researchers yearn for newer avenues of approach toward management of such treatment nonresponsive patients.

Evidence suggests that OCD is associated with dysfunctions in the cortico-striatal-thalamic-cortical (CSTC) circuitry including the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC), the orbitofrontal cortex (OFC), medial prefrontal cortices such as the supplementary motor area (SMA), anterior cingulate cortex, and the Basal Ganglia.\[[@ref5][@ref6]\] Multiple modalities of structural and functional neuroimaging have identified various regions involved in the pathophysiology of OCD.\[[@ref7]\] Neuromodulatory approach utilizes this aspect of the disorder to modulate the neural functioning in this circuit to generate positive outcomes. While some of these approaches are limited in applicability due to their invasiveness like deep brain stimulation (DBS) and vagal nerve stimulation, others have utilized more feasible noninvasive approaches such as repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation (rTMS) and transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS). Studies have depicted variable levels of improvement with these varied brain stimulation techniques in OCD.

tDCS is a relatively novel nonpharmacological intervention that has been increasingly investigated in the treatment of mental disorders and it has important advantages over other brain stimulation interventions, particularly for low cost, ease of use, portability, safety, and tolerability.\[[@ref8][@ref9][@ref10]\] For all these reasons, tDCS has gained increased interest in clinical psychiatry over the past decade and has subsequently showed promising results in the treatment of several neuropsychiatric disorders.\[[@ref11][@ref12][@ref13]\] In this procedure, a weak, direct current is applied on the scalp through flat electrodes, the current flows from the anode to the cathode with a fraction of the current entering the brain. Depending on the polarity of the active electrode, the current can increase (on anodal stimulation) or decrease (on cathodal stimulation) the cortical excitability and regional cerebral blood flow,\[[@ref14][@ref15]\] by producing low-intensity electric field (\<1 V/m) in the brain.\[[@ref16]\] This leads to small changes (\<1 mV) in the neuron\'s membrane potential,\[[@ref17]\] which does not induce any action potential rather leads to the development of neuromodulatory effect and thus influences the frequency of spikes and modify the net cortical excitability.\[[@ref8][@ref14][@ref18]\]

With the limitability of DBS being a highly invasive procedure and rTMS being costly and having a long duration of treatment, tDCS may provide a viable option of treatment in patients of OCD. Previous positive results in randomized controlled trials (RCT) of DBS and rTMS in OCD have identified certain brain regions to be focused for neuromodulation.\[[@ref9]\] Few cases of successful management of OCD with tDCS have also been reported in the literature. The current study aims to study the response to tDCS as an add-on treatment in patients with treatment-resistant OCD.

MATERIALS AND METHODS {#sec1-2}
=====================

Study participants {#sec2-1}
------------------

The study was an open-label study conducted among patients with treatment-resistant OCD attending the outpatient clinic in the Department of Psychiatry, All India Institute of Medical Sciences, New Delhi, India, between March 2016 and July 2017. Nonrandom, nonstratified, purposive sampling was done to include 20 right-handed patients with OCD (diagnosed using tenth-revision of the International Classification of Diseases-10 criteria) of either gender, aged between 18 and 45 years, meeting criteria for treatment-resistant as per Level 1 nonresponse of the International Treatment-Refractory OCD Consortium (ITROC), providing written informed consent and completing the tDCS intervention. Participants were excluded if the OCD was not of at least moderate severity (Yale-Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale \[Y-BOCS\] score ≥16) or there was a score of ≥17 on the Hamilton Depression Rating Scale (HAM-D). Participants were also excluded if there was any comorbid psychiatric/neurological/medical illness including substance abuse/dependence (except caffeine or nicotine), history of seizure or receiving rTMS or electroconvulsive therapy treatment, imminent suicide risk, any implanted device or metals in the brain/head or cardiac pacemaker, known or suspected pregnancy or were currently lactating.

Ethical clearance was obtained from the Institute Ethics Committee (Ref. No. IECPG/151/27.01.2016, RT-28/24.02.2016) and the Trial registration was done with the Clinical Trial Registry-India before the study initiation (CTRI/2017/02/007775).

Instruments {#sec2-2}
-----------

### Semi-structured interview sheet {#sec3-1}

It consisted of sociodemographic and clinical details of participants.

### Mini-international neuropsychiatric interview 5.0 {#sec3-2}

It was used as a screening tool used for evaluating the presence of any comorbid psychiatric diagnoses.\[[@ref19]\] The scale has a sensitivity of 0.70 and specificity of 0.80.

### Edinburgh handedness inventory {#sec3-3}

This 10-item inventory was used to aid in classification of handedness of participants as right, left, or ambidextrous.\[[@ref20]\] It is the most commonly used handedness questionnaire in various neuroimaging studies. The test-retest correlation coefficient is 0.75--0.86.

### Clinical global impression {#sec3-4}

With a sensitivity of 0.90 and specificity of 0.94, the clinical global impression (CGI) measures symptom severity, treatment response, and the efficacy of treatments in treatment studies on a 7-point rating scale.\[[@ref21]\]

### Yale-brown obsessive compulsive scale {#sec3-5}

The widely used clinician administered scale assess the severity of OCD symptoms and is used to monitor progress of treatment in five domains -- time, distress, interference, resistance, and control.\[[@ref22]\] The severity of illness is graded as 0--7 (subclinical), 8--15 (mild), 16--23 (moderate), 24--31 (severe), and 32--40 (extreme). The scale has a sensitivity of 0.90 and a specificity of 0.94 with inter-rater reliability of 0.95. A reduction of 35% in Y-BOCS score is considered optimal to indicate clinical response.\[[@ref23]\]

### Hamilton depression rating scale {#sec3-6}

This 21-item scale assess the severity of major depression with a focus on somatic symptoms.\[[@ref24]\] The severity of disease is graded as 0--7 (normal), 8--16 (mild depression), 17--23 (moderate depression), and ≥24 (severe depression).\[[@ref25]\] The scale has a sensitivity of 0.86 and a specificity of 0.92.

### Hamilton anxiety rating scale {#sec3-7}

It consists of 14 items and is used to assess the severity of anxiety.\[[@ref26]\] Each item is rated from 0 to 4. The optimal Hamilton anxiety rating scale (HAM-A) score ranges are: mild anxiety = 8--14, moderate = 15--23, and severe ≥24 (scores ≤7 are considered to represent no/minimal anxiety).\[[@ref27]\]

### Side effect checklist for transcranial direct current stimulation {#sec3-8}

Literature reports several mild adverse effects of tDCS treatment including moderate fatigue (35%), mild headache or dizziness (11.8%), nausea (2.9%), and a transient itching sensation in area of stimulation.\[[@ref8][@ref28]\] Phosphene, i.e., brief flashes of light have been reported if the electrode is placed near the eye. No cases of seizure have been reported in relation to the use of tDCS as a clinical intervention.\[[@ref8][@ref28]\] A checklist was prepared to record any previously reported or newer side effect of tDCS during the current study.

Transcranial direct current stimulation protocol {#sec2-3}
------------------------------------------------

Stimulation through tDCS was delivered by a constant-current battery-operated stimulator unit (HDC Kit, Magstim, Whitland, UK) through two electrodes in conductive silicone (5 cm × 5 cm) kept under the sponge holding bag of plant cellulose (6 cm × 7.5 cm) soaked in a saline solution (NaCl 0.9%). The active electrode "Cathode" was placed over the SMA and the reference electrode "Anode" was placed over the right occipital area, using the International 10--20 EEG system. A 2 mA of DC current was applied for 20 min in one session with two sessions of tDCS per day separated by duration of at least 3 h. Total 20 sessions of tDCS were completed in 10 days (5 days/week) for each subject.

Outcome assessment {#sec2-4}
------------------

All the baseline assessments (HAM-D, HAM-A, Y-BOCS, CGI, and side effect checklist for tDCS \[SECT\]) were conducted within 1 week before the first tDCS session and were repeated within 1 week following the last session. The recruited participants continued to receive the medications in the same pattern and dosage as previously prescribed without any change during the course of tDCS intervention. Y-BOCS scores were kept as primary outcome measure and others (HAM-D, HAM-A, CGI, and SECT) were kept as secondary outcome measures.

Statistical analysis {#sec2-5}
--------------------

The data analysis was performed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software version 21.0 (IBM, SPSS Inc., Chicago, USA). Descriptive statistics were used to understand the demographic and clinical profile of the group. Data is presented as mean ± standard deviation for quantitative variables and frequencies (percentage) for categorical variables. Normalcy distribution of data was assessed using histogram, skewness and kurtosis values, and Shapiro--Wilk test. Scores of the scales applied were found to be normally distributed with a skewness of −0.412 (standard error \[SE\] = 0.524) and a kurtosis of −0.115 (SE = 1.014), following which no data transformation was attempted and parametric inferential statistical methods were used for data analysis.

Paired *t*-test was conducted to evaluate the differences before (baseline) and after (20 sessions of tDCS) intervention for all the dependent variables (outcome measures). The *P* values were two tailed and probability level for significant difference was set at *P* \< 0.05 for all the analysis. The percentage change in scores was calculated by computing variables using the formula (\[Baseline score − end score\] × 100/baseline score). Correlation analysis was done to analyze relation between sociodemographic categorical variables and percentage change score of Y-BOCS, CGI, HAM-D, and HAM-A using Spearman\'s test. Pearson\'s test was used to analyze relation between continuous variables and percentage change score of Y-BOCS, CGI, HAM-D, and HAM-A.

RESULTS {#sec1-3}
=======

Of the 29 individuals assessed for the study, all of the 20 individuals recruited in the study completed the tDCS intervention and were analyzed.

Sociodemographic parameters {#sec2-6}
---------------------------

The details of the sociodemographic profile of the participants are presented in [Table 1](#T1){ref-type="table"}. The mean age of patients included in the study was (31.25 ± 7.72 years). There was near equal representation of the gender distribution with eleven being male and nine of female gender (*χ*^2^ = 0.2, *P* = 0.65).

###### 

Demographic characteristics of the participants (*n*=20)

  Variable                                                Frequency (%)   *χ*^2^, *P*
  --------------------------------------- --------------- --------------- -------------------------
  Gender                                  Male            11 (55)         *χ*^2^=0.2, *P*=0.65
  Female                                  09 (45)                         
  Marital status                          Never married   07 (35)         *χ*^2^=6.10, *P*=0.05
  Married                                 11 (55)                         
  Divorced                                02 (10)                         
  Educational status                      Illiterate      01 (05)         *χ*^2^=13.0, *P*=0.02
  Primary                                 01 (05)                         
  Middle                                  03 (15)                         
  Intermediate                            07 (35)                         
  Graduate                                07 (35)                         
  Postgraduate                            01 (05)                         
  Occupational status                     Professional    01 (05)         *χ*^2^=9.0, *P*=0.06
  Skilled worker                          03 (15)                         
  Housewife                               09 (45)                         
  Student                                 04 (20)                         
  Business                                03 (15)                         
  Monthly income (in Indian Rupees)       5000-9999       03 (15)         *χ*^2^=8.5, *P*=0.07
  10000-19999                             08 (40)                         
  20000-39999                             06 (30)                         
  40000-59999                             02 (10)                         
  \>60000                                 01 (05)                         
  Religion                                Hindu           19 (95)         *χ*^2^=16.2, *P*\<0.001
  Islam                                   01 (05)                         
  Background                              Urban           14 (70)         *χ*^2^=3.2, *P*=0.07
  Rural                                   06 (30)                         
  Family history of psychiatric illness   BPAD            01 (05)         *χ*^2^=32.4, *P*\<0.001
  Psychosis                               02 (10)                         
  OCD                                     01 (05)                         
  None                                    16 (80)                         

BPAD: Bipolar affective disorder; OCD: Obsessive compulsive disorder; *χ*^2^: Chi square

Comparing the change in the clinical variables at baseline and after intervention {#sec2-7}
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The mean age of illness onset was 21.60 ± 7.64 years with mean total illness duration of 115.20 ± 65.63 months. There was a significant improvement in the mean scores of Y-BOCS, CGI, HAM-D, and HAM-A scales after tDCS intervention from baseline scores \[[Table 2](#T2){ref-type="table"}\].

###### 

Outcome scale scores as changed from baseline to posttranscranial direct current stimulation intervention

  Outcome scales       Mean±SD      Comparisons of paired differences                                    
  -------------------- ------------ ----------------------------------- ----------- ------ ------ ------ -----------
  Total Y-BOCS         31.65±4.92   26.35±8.62                          5.30±8.06   1.52   9.07   2.93   0.008\*\*
  Y-BOCS obsessions    16.85±1.63   14.10±4.14                          2.75±4.09   0.83   4.66   3.01   0.007\*\*
  Y-BOCS compulsions   14.80±4.11   12.25±4.92                          2.55±4.17   0.59   4.50   2.73   0.013\*
  CGI S                4.70±0.57    4.30±0.87                           0.40±0.75   0.05   0.75   2.37   0.028\*
  CG I                 3.95±0.22    3.05±0.95                           0.90±0.85   0.50   1.29   4.72   0.000\*\*
  CGI E                12.85±0.67   9.20±3.78                           3.65±3.48   2.02   5.28   4.68   0.000\*\*
  Total HAM-D          7.35±4.03    3.85±3.60                           3.50±3.13   2.03   4.96   4.98   0.000\*\*
  Total HAM-A          7.00±5.39    4.70±5.14                           2.30±2.73   1.02   3.58   3.76   0.001\*\*

\**P* value significant at \<0.05; \*\**P* value significant at \<0.01. CI -- Confidence Interval of the difference; CGI -- Clinical Global Impression (S -- Severity; I -- Improvement and E -- Efficacy index scale); HAM-D -- Hamilton Depression Rating Scale; HAM-A -- Hamilton Anxiety Rating Scale; Y-BOCS -- Yale-Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale; SD -- Standard deviation

There was a significant decrease in mean scores of total Y-BOCS (5.30 ± 8.06; 95% confidence interval \[CI\]: 1.52--9.07; *t* (19): 2.93; *P* = 0.008), Y-BOCS obsession subscale (2.75 ± 4.09; 95% CI: 0.83-4.66; *t* \[19\]: 3.01; *P* = 0.007) and Y-BOCS compulsion subscale (2.55 ± 4.17; 95% CI: 0.59--4.50; *t* \[19\]: 2.73; *P* = 0.013) as depicted in [Figure 1](#F1){ref-type="fig"}. A significant decrease was also observed in mean scores of CGI-S (0.40 ± 0.75; 95% CI: 0.05---0.75; *t* \[19\]: 2.37; *P* = 0.028), CGI-I (0.90 ± 0.85; 95% CI: 0.50--1.29; *t* \[19\]: 4.72; *P* \< 0.001) and CGI-E (3.65 ± 3.48; 95% CI: 2.02--5.28; *t* \[19\]: 4.68; *P* \< 0.001) shown in [Figure 2](#F2){ref-type="fig"}. Reduction in mean scores was also observed in HAM-D and HAM-A scales \[[Figure 3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}\].

![Mean change in Yale Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale scores (total, obsession and compulsion sub-scales) over 20 transcranial direct current stimulation sessions](IJPsy-61-327-g001){#F1}

![Mean change in clinical global impression scores over 20 transcranial direct current stimulation sessions](IJPsy-61-327-g002){#F2}

![Mean change in Hamilton depression rating scale and Hamilton anxiety rating scale scores over 20 transcranial direct current stimulation sessions](IJPsy-61-327-g003){#F3}

Percentage change in clinical scale scores {#sec2-8}
------------------------------------------

The mean percentage change in total Y-BOCS scores was 16.47% (±23.42); total obsession scores was 16.02% (±23.28); total compulsion scores was 16.24% (±24.75); CGI-S scores was 8.25% (±15.32); CGI-I scores was 23.33% (±22.71); and CGI-E scores was 29.11% (±28.80).

For assessing number of treatment responders, it was observed that an improvement of more than 35% score change was observed in 15% of individuals assessed over Y-BOCS \[[Table 3](#T3){ref-type="table"}\]. Among the subjects, 25^th^ percentile participants had no change in total Y-BOCS scores after the intervention, while 50^th^ percentile and 75^th^ percentile participants had 7.29% and 20% reductions of total Y-BOCS scores.

###### 

Percentage change in Yale-Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale parameters after transcranial direct current stimulation intervention

  Scale                     Mean    Median   Study sample percentiles   Percentage study population having \>35% score change           
  ------------------------- ------- -------- -------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------- ------- ------
  Total Y-BOCS score        16.47   7.29     0                          7.29                                                    20.00   15
  Total obsessions score    16.02   6.06     0                          6.06                                                    21.81   15
  Total compulsions score   16.24   5.26     0                          5.26                                                    23.52   15.8

Y-BOCS -- Yale-Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale

Correlation among clinical variables and sociodemographic parameters {#sec2-9}
--------------------------------------------------------------------

There was no significant correlation among any clinical scores and sociodemographic variables.

Intervention related side effects {#sec2-10}
---------------------------------

The common side effects reported were mild headache (which was relieved with oral analgesics), mild heaviness in head and tingling sensation at the site of stimulation which were relieved on its own by 3^rd^ day. Headache was reported by two participants (10%), tingling sensation at the site of stimulation by three participants (15%), and mild heaviness in head by two participants (10%). None of the participants left the study due to side effects.

DISCUSSION {#sec1-4}
==========

With encouraging results with neuromodulation modalities in treatment-resistant OCD keeping the neurobiological model of OCD as the pathogenesis process, the current open label pilot study assessed the effect (safety and efficacy) of adjunctive tDCS with cathode over SMA and anode over right Occipital area in patients with treatment-resistant OCD. There were no serious side effects and tDCS was well-tolerated by all subjects. There was significant improvement in the scale score of Y-BOCS, CGI, HAM-D, and HAM-A after 20 sessions of tDCS. In 15% of subjects, there was more than 35% improvement in the Y-BOCS score and were labeled as treatment responders according to the ITROC criteria of response.

Stimulation parameters {#sec2-11}
----------------------

Dosage of tDCS delivered depends on the current dosage (measured in milliamperes (mA)); duration of stimulation; and electrode montage (size and position of all electrodes). The most common tDCS parameters used in different psychiatric illnesses are 1--2 mA of currents with electrode sizes of 25--35 cm^2^ for 20--40 min.\[[@ref8]\] tDCS parameters used in the studies involving OCD have used 2 mA of current, 20--30 min daily to twice daily sessions (with 2--3 h gap) ranging from total 5 to 20 sessions with electrode size ranging from 25 to 35 cm^2^.

The current density is calculated as the stimulation intensity divided by the area of the electrode through which the current is applied. It is strongly recommended not to exceed the threshold of 0.05 mA/cm^2^ that could cause a painful sensation and tissue damages.\[[@ref29]\] The current density for the study was 2 mA/45 cm^2^ = 0.04 mA/cm^2^. Thus, it was well within the safety limits and robust stimulation parameters were selected in line with the literature to the best of our knowledge.

Clinical effectiveness {#sec2-12}
----------------------

The evidence derived from the clinical efficacy of inhibitory rTMS and from the neurophysiological measures of altered motor cortex excitability in OCD, which is normalized after "inhibitory" low-frequency (1 Hz) rTMS applied to the pre-SMA/SMA, suggests that the premotor/motor system is abnormally hyperactive in OCD, and that there is some pathophysiological link between such hyperexcitability and OCD symptoms.\[[@ref30]\]

There are limited studies assessing the effect of tDCS in resistant OCD patients. The earlier case reports had varied findings. Cathodal stimulation of left DLPFC was reported to cause improvement in depressive and anxiety symptoms but not obsessive-compulsive symptoms (OCS).\[[@ref10]\] While anodal stimulation of left DLPFC and cathodal stimulation of right DLPFC reported improvement in OCS, depressive and anxiety symptoms.\[[@ref31]\] Others have reported improvement in OCS utilizing cathodal stimulation over left OFC.\[[@ref32][@ref33]\] Cases with positive outcomes have been reported even using cathodal stimulation of right supraorbital area and anodal stimulation at SMA/pre-SMA.\[[@ref34][@ref35]\] On the contrary, it has been reported that cathodal stimulation at pre-SMA is beneficial in reducing OCS while anodal stimulation at the same site worsened the symptoms.\[[@ref36]\] Few other case reports suggest positive results with cathodal stimulation of SMA.\[[@ref37]\]

One open-label study utilized left OFC as the cathodal site and found positive results with significant improvement in OCD symptoms.\[[@ref38]\] Another open-label trial used cathode at right OFC and the anode at left DLFC and found reduction in frequency and distress associated with OCD symptoms following 3 weeks, which were not maintained at 1-month follow-up.\[[@ref39]\] A cross-over design RCT reported improvement with cathodal stimulation of pre-SMA similar to our findings.\[[@ref40]\] Improvement in OCS has also been reported by a RCT utilizing cathodal stimulation of left DLPFC while providing anodal stimulation at right DLPFC.\[[@ref41]\] However, the study subjects had lower baseline Y-BOCS scores (19.5 and 18.6 in active and sham groups, respectively) as compared to other studies.

Overall, studies using tDCS have shown promising results targeting OFC, SMA, and DLPFC (part of the CSTC circuitry) in concordance to the results obtained using rTMS literature.\[[@ref42]\] While the cathodal stimulation of SMA can decrease cortical excitability of the CSTC circuitry producing improvement in OCS as reported by majority of currently available literature,\[[@ref42]\] few case reports have also observed improvement with anodal stimulation at SMA.\[[@ref34][@ref35]\] Researchers have suggested that polarity effects may not translate to other cortical areas and in fact, may be modified or even inverted according to other factors such as stimulation intensity or baseline cortical activity.\[[@ref43][@ref44]\] In consortium with case reports, RCT also suggest that anodal stimulation at SMA with extra-cephalic positioning of cathode may lead to worsening of OCS.\[[@ref36][@ref40]\] Higher baseline Y-BOCS score has been predictive of higher dropout rate when anodal stimulation is done at SMA.\[[@ref40]\] Evidence also suggests that that there is sustainability of effects as well as a progressively increasing positive effect of tDCS after intervention completion when cathodal stimulation of left OFC or SMA is done.\[[@ref37][@ref38][@ref40]\] Studies conducted using tDCS in OCD have evaluated outcome only over Y-BOCS and not over CGI scale.

Tolerability of transcranial direct current stimulation {#sec2-13}
-------------------------------------------------------

tDCS is relatively safe with mild and transient adverse effects. All patients in the current study tolerated the intervention with no serious adverse event or other life-threatening event reported and none of the participants left the study due to side-effects. In a systematic review of 209 studies only 117 (56%) studies reported of any adverse event due to tDCS stimulation. Most common side effects reported were itching (active group = 39.3% and sham group = 32.9%) and tingling sensation (active group = 22.2% and sham group = 18.3%) followed by headache (active group = 14.8% and sham group = 16.2%), burning sensation (active group = 8.7% and sham group = 10%), and discomfort (active group = 10.4% and sham group = 13.4%).\[[@ref8]\]

Limitations {#sec2-14}
-----------

The strength of the study included the use of well validated instruments, stringent selection criteria for enrolment of only treatment-resistant cases, and robust stimulation parameters. Small sample size and subject enrolment from a single center compounded with the lack of a control arm, however, limits the generalizability of study findings. Study has no follow-up data, so the prospective effects of tDCS over time could not be commented in terms of decline, stabilization, or amplification. Placebo effect by care giving, change in environment of patients and interventional effects in hopeless patient may have played role in the improvement of symptom. Concomitant medication with tDCS sessions may act like confounding factor which may have modulated the effects. However, the participants were receiving stable course of ongoing medications from more than 12 weeks before initiating tDCS intervention.

CONCLUSION {#sec1-5}
==========

Over the past decades, various nonpharmacological techniques have been searched for management of treatment resistant OCD with promising results. tDCS is one of the noninvasive neuromodulation techniques with promising results and added benefits of relatively low cost, ease of use, portability, safety, and tolerability. The current openlabel trial found beneficial effects in primary and secondary outcome measures after using cathodal tDCS at SMA. Use of tDCS was not associated with any significant harmful consequence to the subjects.

Overall, tDCS was found to be a relatively safe and effective treatment modality in improving OC symptoms as an add-on therapy for treatment-resistant OCD patients. Such promising findings warrant more research in the field of utilizing tDCS in OCD. Further research with larger sample size, comparing stimulation protocols, control design, and follow-up assessment is required for providing more definitive conclusions.
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